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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 



Drawings 

The Examiner is requested to indicate in the office action summary whether the drawings have 
been accepted. 

Claim obj^ectioDs 
Claims 1-4. 21^24, 41-44 

Independent claims 1,21,41 have been amended io conformance with the directions 
provided by the Examiner in Page 1, Item 1 of the office action. Applicants submit that the 
amendments to claims 1, 21, 41 overcome the Examiners's objections to claims 1-4, 21-24, 41- 
44. 

Substantiallv duplicate claim issues ra ised bv the Examiner fOffice Action! Iten^^ 

Applicants submit tihiat requirements of claim 16 are substantially different ftom the 
requirements of claim 5. Claim 5 requires "determining program statements throughout the 
source code files", whereas claim 16 requires "determining program statements in the source 
code filer The Examiner is requested to note that *throu^ut the source code files" is 
substantially different fiTom "in the source code file". 

Claim 25 requires '*means for determining, for each selected program statement, program 
statements througjK^nt the source code files", whereas claim 36 requires "means for determining, 
for each selected program statement, program statements in the source code file". The Examiner 
is requested to note that "throughout the source code files" is substantially dtfferem from "in the 
source code file". 

Applicants submit that the above arguments address the issues raised by the Examiner in 
Items 2 and 3 of the office action. 
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Claim Rej ections imrler ^5 U.S.C. 101 

Applicants have amended independent claims 1, 21, 41 to add impact analysis in the 
claim lan^age. Applicants submit that claims 1-4, 21^24, and 41-44 are directed towards 
statutory subject matter. 

gaim reject ions under 35 U.S.C. } (}^ 

The Examiner has rejected claims M4, 16-34, 36, 40-54, and 56-60 under 35 U,S.C. 
102(b) as being anticipated by Baldwin (US 5.452,449). AppUcants traverse. 

Independent Claims 1 , 21 , 4^ 

Claim 1 is a method for maintaining data on a plurality of source code files for impact 
analysis, comprising: 

(a) generating a data store, for each source code file and for each program statement in the 
source code file, by: 

(i) generating information on the program statement; 

(ii) generating information on each program artifact referenced as an input 
paramet^ in the program statement; and 

(iii) generating information on each program artifact referenced as an output 
parameter in the program statement and 

(b) using the data store to deteanine program artifacts throughout aU of the source code 

files capable of being affected by any one program statement in any of lie source code files. 

The Examiner has rejected claim 1 under 35 US.C. 1 02(b) as being anticipated by 
Baldwin. Applicants traverse. 
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Applicants have amended claim 1 to include the tam "impact analysis" and have also 
amended claim 1 to correct grammatical errors. Support for the amendment may be found in at 
least original claims 1, 5, 16 and in pages 3-16 of the specification. 

The claim is a method for impact analysis that uses the data store to determine program 
artifects throughout all of the source code files capable of being affected by any one program 
statement in any of the source code files, where the data store is generated for each source code 
file and for each program statement in the source code file. Nowhere does the cited Baldwin 
(Abstract; coL 3, lines 38-43; coL 4. lines 34-53, col. 14, lines 48-54) teach or disclose the claim 
requirements of a method for impact analysis that uses the data store to determine program 
artifacts throughout all of the source code files capable of being affected by any one program 
statement in any of the source code files, where the data store is generated for each soutx:e code 
file and for each program statenoent in the source code file. 

The cited Baldwin discusses an interactive multi-module source code analyzer that 
matches and expands call and entry statement parameters (Baldwin: Title). The cited Baldwin*s 
program analysis system consists of a batch data base load system for creating databases based 
upon information derived from program modules interfece to be analyzed. This information 
includes inter-module information which is used in an interactive on-line program analysis 
system which allows the programmer/analyst to conduct an investigation of the modules selected, 
including data analysis, process analysis and impact analysis. 

The impact analysis discussed in the cited Baldwin "includes the abiUty to determine all 
modules and data elements that may be affected by a maintenance change or enhancement by 
Foviding the ability to search for applicable sHngs or words within one or more modules" 
(Baldwin: col 3. lines 29-33). Therefoi«, the dted Baldwin performs impact analysis by 
searching for application strings or words within one or more modules. 

The claim require a method for impact analysis that uses the data store to deteimine 
program artifacts throughout all of the source code files capable of being affected by any one 
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program statement in any of the source code files, where the data store is generated for each 
source code file and for each program statement in the source code file. Therefore, the claims 
require impaet anaJysis to be done in a different way than the method for impact analysis by 
searching for application strings or words within one or more modules as discussed in the cited 
Baldwin. 

In particular, the Examiner has mentioned that col 3, lines 38-43 of the cited Baldwin 
discloses the claim requirement of generating a data store, for each source code file and for each 
program statement in the source code file. CoL 3, Line 38-43 of the cited Baldwin discusses "a 
database generation system to create databases concerning multiple program modules, and an 
on-line interactive system to interrogate and navigate through these databases. This latter aspect 
of the present invetxtion results in an on-line analytical sfystem designed to assist 
programmer/analysts through the processes necessary to determine the "hows**, Vhys", and 
••wheres" of a modification or enhancement to a computer program wherein the analysis is 
perfijrmed on one or more modules of the overall program". Nowhere does the Examiner cited 
coL 3, lines 38-43 of the cited Baldwin teach or disclose the claim requirement of generating a 
data store, for each source code file and each program statement in the source code file. Should 
the Examiner maintain the rejection of the claims the Examiner is requested to identify which 
lines of the cited Baldwin discloses the claim requirement of generating a data store, for each 
source code file and for each program statement in the source code file. . 

The Examiner has mentioned that col. 4, lines 34-48, and col. 14, lines 48-54 of the cited 
Baldwin discloses the claim requirements of: 

(i) generating information on the program statement; 

(ii) generating infomiation on each program artifect referwxccd as an input parameter in the 
program statement; and 

(ni) generatmg information on each program artifact referenced as an output parameter in the 
program statement. 
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CoJ. 13. lines 34-48 of the cited Baldwin discusses that the "detailed aaalysis of data 
elements includes how tiie data element is Teferenced, how the data element is used to change the 
value of other data elements and how the data element has its value set by other data elements, 
constants or literals. In particular, the data analysis portion of the interactive program analysis 
system allows the programmer/analyst to perform detailed analysis of the data elements 
referenced within the procedure-division source code of a specified module or a specieed pair of 
modules linked by corresponding call and entry statements." Additionally, the cited Baldwin 
discusses that data analysis can "1) determine aU modules that a call-paramcster Is passed to firom 
a given module and what the matching entry-parameters are named; 2) trace a report data 
element to its origin and see everything that hsqjpened to create the report data element; 3) 
determine all data elements that can change the value of a specific data element". Col. 14, lines 
48-54 of the cited Baldwin discusses a "how-referenced database" , whete the how referenced 
database "contains information about all the data elements that are referenced within the 
procedure-division source code for every Cobol module that is loaded into the database creation 
system. The information includes the data element name, the module name, the Une number 
where the reference is located; and an update indicator that is set to 'U' if the reference changes 
the value of Ihc data element". The Examiner has further indicated that a reference that docs not 
chatige a parameter value is an input paratnetcr. and the reference that dianges a parameter value 
is an output parameter. 

The cited Baldwin discusses that "the how referenced database contains information 
about aU the data elements that are referenced within the procedui^-division source code for 
eveiy Cobol module." Therefore, in the Examiner cited Baldwin information is being generated 
for each procedure of a Cobol module. The claims require generating information on the program 
statement whereas the cited Baldwin discusses precedures and modules, and the input panunetets 
of the procedures. Should the Examiner maintain the rejection the Examiner is requested to 
indicated where the cited Baldwin teaches of discloses the claim requrements of generating 
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generating mfonnation on the program statement, generating information on each program 
artifact referenced as an input parameter in the program statement, and generating infomiation on 
each program artifact referenced as an output parameter in the program statement. In particular, 
the Examiner is requested to indicate which element of the cited Baldwin corresponds to the 
program statement of the claim requirements. 

Additionally, the Examiner has cited that col. 4, lines 48-53 of the cited Baldwin 
discloses the claim requirement of using the data store to deteimine program artifacts throughout 
all of the source code files capable of being affected by any one program statement in any of the 
source code files. CoL 4, lines 48-53 of the cited Baldwin discusses determining "all data 
elements that can change the value of a specific data element", detenmining "all tihe places that a 
specific data element changes the value of other data element", and determining "all the 
modules that use a specific data element through linkage*'. Therefore, the cited Baldwin is 
discussing data elements affecting other data elements, whereas the claim require program 
statement affecting program artifacts. Sihould the Examiner maintain the rejection the Examiner 
is requested to indicate which element of the cited Baldwin corresponds to the program statement 
of the claim requirements and which element of the cited Baldwin corresponds to the program 
artifacts of the claim requirements. 

The Examiner has rejected indq)cndent claims 2 1 and 41 for the same reasons as 
ijidependent claim 1, and the applicants reasons for the patentability of claim 1 applies to claims 
21 and 41, 

For the above reasons claims 1 , 21 , and 41, are patentable over the cited art. 

Independent claims 5. 25, 4S 

Claim 5 is a method for performing an impact analysis of program statements in a source 
code file that j$ one of a plurality of source code files, wherein each program statement has at 
least one of an input parameter and output parameter, comprising: 
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recseiving selection of at least one program st«ement in one source code file; and 

for each selected program statement, determining program statements throughout the 
source code files having as one input parameter one program artifact that is affected by the 
selected program statement 

The Examiner has rejected claini 5 under 35 U.S.C, 1 02 as being unpatentable over the 
cited Baldwin (abstract; col. 4, lines 9-10; col. 3, lines 55-60; col. 4. lines 10-29, 42-44; col. 4, 
line 54 - col. 5, line 55). Applicants traverse. 

The Examiner has indicated that col. 4, lines 42-44 of the cited Baldwin discloses the 
claim requirement that each program statement has at least one of an input parameter and output 
parameter. Col. 4, lines 42-44 of the cited Baldwin discusses that ±e system of the cited Baldwin 
can "determine all modules that a call-parameter is passed to fiom a given module and what the 
matching entry-parameters are named". Therefore, the cited Baldwin is discussing the call 
parameters of a module, whereas the claim requirements are for an input parameter and output 
parameter of each program statement. A module of the cited Baldwin is different fiom the 
program statement of the claim requirements. The cited Baldwin discusses passing parameter 
between modules, whereas the claims require input parameter and ou^ut parameter for each 
program statement. Therefore, the Examiner cited coL 4, lines 42-44 of the cited Baldwin does 
not teach or disclose the claim requirement that each program statement has at least one of an 
input parameter and output parameter. 

The Examiner has indicated that the global module selection discussed in col. 4, Unes 10- 
29 of the cited Baldwin discloses the claim requirement of receiving selection of at least one 
program statement in one source code file. The global module selection of the cited Baldwin is 
discussing modules and not the claim requirement of a program statement because the claim 
requirement of a program statement is dififerent from a module. Therefore the Examiner cited col. 
4, lines 10-29 of the cited Baldwin does not teach or disclose the claim requirement of receiving 
selection of at least one program statement in one source code file. Should the Examiner 
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raaintain the rejection of the claims the Examiner is requested to indicate which element of the 
cited Baldwin coiresponds to flie claim requirement of the at least one program statement. 

The Examiner has further indicated that the process analysis and impact analysis of col. 4, 
line 54 - col. 5, line 55 of the cited Baldwin discloses the claim requirement that for each selected 
program statement, determining program statements throughout the sowce code files having as 
one input parameter one program artifact that is affected by the selected program statement. The 
process analysis discussed in the cited Baldwin is with reference to modules and does not 
disclose the claim requirement of the program statement. The impact analysis discussed in the 
cited Baldwin allow$ the progtammer/analyst to determine all the modules and data elements that 
may be impacted by a maintenance change or enhancement and perfoim the following: 
"1) determine where, within selected modules, a key- word string or strings is located, as well as 
to be able to immediately select those keywords for further analysis; 

2) search souree code database information, inchiding remarks, comments and procedural source 
code for keywonis or keyword strings that might help with the analysis of a particular problem; 

3) detcnmne all modules that are impacted by a change to a copy Ubrary member, and 

4) determine such analysis as which modules in a system issue a specific user abnormal end 
(abend) code by using keyword search capability." 

Therefore the cited Baldwin discusses detennining a word string or strings in modules, 
and searoh the source code for keywords or keywords for strings that might help with the analysis 
of a particular problem. Therefore, the cited Baldwin discusses searching source code for 
keywords or keyword strings. It appears as if the Examiner may be inteipreting a source code of 
the dted Baldwi n as the claim requirement of a program statement. While the cited Baldwin 
searches source code for keywords or keyword strings, the claims require that for each selected 
program statement, determining program statements throughout the source code files having as 
one input parameter one program artifact that is affected by the selected program statement. Thus 
the cited Baldwin searches source code for keywords which is difiFerent fhjm the claim 
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requirement of detennimng program statements throughout the source code files having as one 
input parameter one program artifact that is affected by the selected program statement. 

For the above reasons claim 5 is pateatablc over the cited art. Claims 25 and 45 have been 
rejected for reasons similar to the rejection of claim 5, and claims 25, and 45 are patentable for 
reasons similar to the patentability of claim 5. 

For tlie above reasons claims 5, 25, and 45 ate patentable over the cited art. 

Indeoendent claims 16. 36. 56 

Applicants submit that Claims 16, 36 and 56 arc not substantive duplicates of claims 5, 
25 and 45 as indicated by the Examiner. 

Applicants submit that requirements of claim 16 are substantially diflferent from the 
requirements of claim 5. Claim 5 requires "determining program statements throughout the 
source code files**, whereas claim 16 requires "determining program statements in the source 
code file." The Examiner is requested to note that "tihioughout the source code files" is 
substantially different ftom "in the source code file". For sunilar reasons claims 36 and 56 are 
not substantive duplicates of claims 25, 45. 

In view of the above differences the Examiner is requested to provide specific reasons for 
the rejection of claims 16» 36, 45. 

Dependent riatms 2^, 6^15. 1 7^20, 22^24. 26-35, 37-40. 42-44. 46^55. S7.fi0 

The Examiner has also rejected pending claims 2-4, 6-15, 1 7-20, 22-24, 26-35, 37-40, 42- 
44, 46-55, 57-60. These claims are patentable over the cited art because they depend directly or 
indirectly on independent claims 1, 5, 16. 21, 25, 36, 41, 45, or 56 which are patentable over the 
cited art for the reasons discussed above. Furthermore, the following of these claims provide 
additional grounds of patentability over the cited art for the reasons discussed below. 
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Claims 3. 23. 43 

Claim 3 depends on claim 1 , wherein generatitis infonnation on the program statements 
and program artifacts comprises: 

associating each program artifact with a program statement referencing the program 
artifact as one input or output parameter and information indicating whether the program 
statement references the program artifact as input or output. 

The Examiner cited col. 4, lines 54 - col. 5, lines 55 of the cited Baldwin to reject the 
claim requirement that generating infonnation on the program statements and program artifacts 
comprises associating each program artifact with a program statetnent referencing the progitun 
arti&ct as one input or output parameter and information indicating whether the program 
statement referetices tibie program arti&ct as input or output 

The Examiner has further indicated that the process analysis and impact analysis of coL 4, 
line 54 - col 5, line 55 of the cited Baldwin discloses the claim lequixement that generating 
information on the program statements and program artifects.comprises associating each program 
artifact with a program statement referencing the program artifact as one input or output 
parameter and informati^on indicating whether the program statement references the program 
artifact as input or ou^ut The process analysis discussed in the cited Baldwin is with reference to 
modules and does not disclose the claim requirement of the program statement. The impact 
analysis discussed in the cited Baldwin allows the programmer/analyst to determine all the 
modules and data elements that may be impacted by a maintenance change or enhancement and 
perfoim the following: 

"I) determine where, within selected modules, a key- word string or strings is located, as well as 
to be abJe to immediately select those keywords for further analysis; 

2) search source code database information, including remarks, comments and procedural source 
code for keywords or keyword strings diat might help with the analysis of a particular problem; 
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3) determine all modules that are impacted by a change to a copy library member; and 

4) determine such analysis as which modules in a system issue a specific user abnonnal end 
(abend) code by using keyword search capability," 

Therefore the cited Baldwin discusses detemnming a word string or strings in modules, 
and search the source code for keywords or keywords for strings that might help with the analysis 
of a particular problem. Therefore, the cited Baldwin discusses searching source code for 
keywords or keyword strings. It appears as i f the Examiner may be interpreting a source code of 
the cited Baldwin as the claim requirement of a program statement. While the cited Baldwin 
searches source code for keywords or keyword strings, the claims require that generating 
information on the program statements and program artifacts comprises associating each program 
artifact with a program statement referencing the program artifact as one input or output 
parameter and information indicating whether the program statement refermces Ae program 
artifact as input or output. 

Additionally, the Examiner cited col. 14, lines 48-54 of the cited Baldwin discusses date 
elements that "are referenced with the procedure division source code." The changes in the value 
of data elements are for references in a procedure and not in the claim requirement of a program 
statement referencing the program artifact as one input or output parameter. Therefore^ the claims 
require an taput or output of a program statement where the cited Baldwin discusses input and 
output of a procedure. 

For the above reasons claim 3, and similarly claims 23, and 43 are patentable over the 
cited art. 

Claims 4.24.44 

Claim 4 depends on claim 3, wherein the program artifact comprises a variable, 
Input/Output buffer or file. 
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The Examiner has mentioned that the cited COBOL procedures of the cited Baldwin col. 
14, line 45 - col. 15, Imes 13 disclose the claim requirements. Therefore, the Examiner is 
interpreting the COBOL procedures of the cited Baldwin as the program artifact of the claim 
requirements. However^ in rejecting claim 3 on which claim 4 depends, the COBOL procedures 
of the cited Baldwin were different from the program artifact of the claim requirements. Should 
the Examiner maintain the rejection, the Examiner is requested to indicate which the following 
for both claims 3 and 4: 

1) Which element of the cited Baldwin corresponds to the *^ogram artifact" of the claim 
requirements? 

2) Which element of the cited Baldwin corresponds to the "program statement'* of the claitjt 
requirements? 

3) While elements of the cited Baldwin is the *input" and "output'* of the claim requirements? 

For the above reasons claim 4, and similarly claims 24, and 44 are patentable over the 
cited art. 

Claims 6. 26, 46 

Claim 6 depends on claim 5, wherein the source code files including the program artifacts 
affected by the selected program statement comprise components of an application program. 

The cited col. 3 , lines 49-53 of the cited Baldwin discusses program modules that form a 
application program. It appears that the Examiner is intetpreting the program modules of the . 
cited Baldwin as the source code files of'Claim requirements. Nowhere does the cited Baldwin 
teach or disclose the claim requirement that source code files includes the program artifacts 
aifected by the selected program statement. Should the Examiner maintain the rejection, the 
Examiner is requested to indicate which element of the cited Baldwin corresponds to the selected 
program statement of the claim requirements and which element of the cited Baldwin 
corresponds to the prograni aiti&cts. 
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For the above reasons claim 6, and similarly claims 26, and 46 are patentable over the 
cited art. 

Claims A 27, 47 

Claim 7 depends on claim 5^ wherein determining the program statements having as one 
input parameter one program artifact afFected by the selected program statement forther 
comprises: 

determining program statements in the source code files having as one input parameter 
the program artifact that is one output parameter to the selected program statement 

The cited Baldwin (col. 5, lines 3-8) 4) discusses match the call and entry-parameters 
between any calling module and called module, and in particular to expand the subelements of 
any param eter, and determine for any subclemcnt of any parameter, how that subelement is 
referenced^ used* set, called or how it calls other subelements. 

The cited Baldwin is discussing input parameters and output parameters for calling and 
called modules, whereas the claims require input and output parameter for program statements. 
The program statements of the claim requirements are different from the modules of the cited 
Baldwin. 

For the above reasons claim 7, and similarly claims 27, and 47 are patentable over the 
cited art. 

Claims 8. 28. 4« 

Claim 8 depends on claim 7, wherein determining the program statements having as one 
input parameter one program artifact affected by the selected program statement fiirther 
comprises; 

for each previously determined program statement having as one input parameter one 
program artifact affected by the selected program statcmait, performing the steps of: 
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(i) detenimung the output parameter program artifact of the statement; and 

(ii) determining program statements in the source code files having as one input 



parameter the program artifact that is the output parameter of the previously determined 
statement. 

The cited Baldwin col. 5, lines 4-25 discusses calls between modules and parameters of 
modules. Nowhere does the cited Baldwin teach or disclose the claim requirements of program 
statements and input and output parameter program arti facts of the program statement The 
program statement of the claim requirements is different from the modules of the cited Baldwin. 

Additionally, the dtcd Baldwin does not teach or disclose the claim requirement that for 
each previously determined program statement having as one input parameter one program 
artifact affected by the selected program statement, performing the steps of determining the 
output parameter program artifact and determining program statements in the source code files 
having as one input parameter the program artifact that is the ou^ut parameter of the previously 
determined statement. In particular there is no teaching or disclosure of the claim requirement 
that for each previously determined program statanent the steps are perfoimed. 

For the above reasons claim 8, and similarly claims 28, and 48 ate patentable over the 
cited ait. 

Claims 9. 29. 49 

Claim 9 depends on claim 8, wherein determining the program statements having as one 
input parameter one program artifact affected by the selected program statement further 
comprises: 

for each previously determined program statement having as one input parameter one 
program artifact that is the output parameter of one previously determined program statement 
having as one input parameter one program statement affected directly or indirectly by the 
selected source program statement, performing the steps of : 
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(i) detennini ng the output parameter program artifact of the deteicinined program 



statement; 



(ii) determining program statements in the source code files having as one input 



parameter the program artifact that is the output parameter of the determined program statement; 
and 

performing recursively the determination of program statements having as one input 
parameter one program artifact that is tihie output parameter of one previously determined 
program statement having as one input parameter one program statement affected directly or 
junditectly by the selected source statement 

Nowhere does the cited Baldwin teach or disclose the claim requirement of performing 
recursively the determination of program statements having as one input parameter one program 
artifact that is the output parameter of one previously determined program statement having as 
one input parameter one program statement affected directly or indirectly by the selected source 
statement 

The cited Baldwin (coL 4, lines 65-69) discusses creating a tree diagram of the call and 
calling modules beginning with any user specified module or for all selected modules in the 
current interactive session, and subsequently detennining the entire calling structure of a group of 
modules beginning with any specijRed module. There is no teaching or disclosure in the cited 
Baldwin of any recitrsive determination as required by the claims. The Examiner has concluded 
without any teaching or disclosure in the cited Baldwin that in order for a call tree to be 
complete, the call tree generator must recursively call the program statements. Applicants submit, 
that the an exhaustive search of trees and subtrees that is not recursive in nature can also traverse 
a call^tree and recursion is not necessary. Should the Examiner maintain the 102 based rejection 
the Examiner is requested to indicate where the cited Baldwin teaches or discloses the claim 
requirement of recursive determination of program statements. 
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In addition the cited Baldwin discusses modules whereas the claims require program 
statements. 

For the above reasons claim 9, and similarly claims 29, and 49 are patentable over the 
cited art. 

Claims 10. 20, 30 

Claims 10 depends on claim 5, fiirther comprising: 

outputtitag infonnation on determined program statements and program artifacts affected 
by each selected program statement. 

Nowhere does the cited Baldwin discuss outputting infonnation on program statements. 
The cited Baldwin is discussing modules that are different from a program statement 

For the above reasons claim 10, and similarly claims 20» and 30 are patentable over the 
cited art. 

glaimslL21.31 

Claim 1 1 depends on claim 5, wherein the program artifact comprises a variable, 
Input/Output buflfar or file. 

The Examiner has mentioned that the cited COBOL procedures of the cited Baldwin col. 
14, line 45 - col. 15, lines 13 disclose the claim requirements. Therefore, the Examiner is 
interpreting the COBOL procedures of the cited Baldwin as the program artifact of the claim 
requirements. However, in rejecting claim 5 on which claim 1 1 depends, the COBOL procedures 
of the cited Baldwin were different from the program artifact of the claim requirements. Should 
the Examiner maintain the rejection, the Examiner is requested to indicate which the following . 
for both claims S and 1 1 : 

1) Which elMfjent of the cited Baldwin corresponds to the "program artifact"* of the claim 
requirements? 
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4 

2) Which element of the cited Baldwin coixesponds to the "program statement" of the claim 
requirements? 

3) While elements of the cited Baldwin is the "input" and "output" of the claim requirements? 

For the above reasons claim 1 1 , and similarly claims 21, and 31 are patentable over the 
cited art. 

Claims 12, 22, 32 

Claim 12 depends on claim 5, wherein one program statement has one input parameter 
that is affected by the selected program statement if the output parameter program artifact of the 
selected program statement is the input parameter program artifact to the program statement. 

The cited col. 5,lines 3-8 of the cited Baldwin discusses,modules and inputs and outputs 
of modules and is different from the claim requirement of program statement and input/output 
parameters of program statements. 

For the above reasons claim 12, and similarly claims 22, and 32 are patentable over the 
cited art. 

Claims 13> 23. 33 

Claim 13 depends on claim 12, wherein one statement further has one input parameter 
that is affected by the selected program statement if the output parameter program artifact of the 
selected program statement is the input parameter program artifact to the program statement or if 
the output parameter program artifact of one statement other than the selected program statement 
has as one input parameter one program artifact affected by the selected program statement. 

Col 5, lines 4-23 of the cited Baldwin discusses modules, linkages ofmodul.es, etc. The 
modules are different from program statements of the claim reqidrements. 

Additionally, nowhere does the cited Baldwin teach or disclose the claim requirement that 
one statement further has one input paramet^ that is affected by the selected program statement 
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if the output parameter program artifact of the selected progratu statement is the input parameter 
program artifact to the program statement or if the output parameter program artifact of one 
statement other than the selected program statement has as one input parameter one program 
artifact affected by the selected program statement. The Examiner is requested to identify how 
tb.e cited col, 5, line 4-23 disclose the claim requirements by pointing of corresponding elements 
to the claim requirements in the cited sections of the cited Baldwin. 

For the above reasons claims 13, 23, 33 are patentable over the cited art. 

Claim? 14, ?4,34 

Claim 14 depends on claim S, wherein if the selected program statement comprises a call 
to a program routine comprised of a plurality of statements in one of the source code files, then 
one statement has oce input parameter that is affected by the selected pTogran). statement if: 

the ovtpxxt parameter program artifact of the selected source code statement is the input 
parameter program artifact to the statement; or 

the input parameter of the selected source code statement is the input parameter program 
artifact to the statement. 

Col 14, lines 48-54 of the cited Baldwin discuses a procedure for a COBOL module. 
Nowhere does the cited Baldwin teach or disclose the claim requirement that the selected 
program statement comprises a call to a program routine comprised of a plurality of statements in 
one of the source code files, then one statement has one input parameter that is affected by the 
selected program statement i f: 

the outpiit parameter program artifact of the selected source code statement is the input 
parameter program artifact to the statement; or 

the input parameter of the selected source code statement is the input parameter program 
arti fact to the statement 

For the above reasons claims 14, 24, 34 are patentable over the cited art 
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These elaim are patentable for reasons provided above for claims 1 1-1.3. 

gaim rejections under 35 U.S.C. 103 

The Examiner has rejected claiiris 15, 35, 37-39, atid 55 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Baldwin in view of Melahn (US 6,003,042). Applicants traverse. 

Claim 15> 35. 55 

Claim 15 depends on claim 5, and further comprises accessing the source code files from 
a control management system. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 15 under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Baldwin in view of Melahn. Applicants traverse. 

The Examiner has combined the teachings of the cited Baldwin with the cited Melahn, 
where the cited Melahn (col. 1, lines 48-63) discusses control management system and version 
management. The motivation for combining the teachings of the cited Baldwin and the cited 
Melahn are that it would facilitate parallel development involving.multiple developers. 

However parallel development involving multiple developers is an improper reason for 
combining the cited Melahn and the cited Baldwin. The Examiner has applied the source control 
as discussed in the cited Melahn to the impact analysis teachings of the cited Baldwin. 

The cited Baldwin "is specifically directed to a system and method that provides 
multi-module relationship information which increases the speed and accuracy of the analysis 
process required when making a maintenance change or enhancement" (Baldwin:coL 2, lines 9- 
14). Should the source control as discussed in the cited Melahn be combined to the impact 
analysis teachings of the cited Baldwin, the additional processing required would decrease the 
speed of the analysis process when making a maintenance change or enhancement So while 
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parallel development may be facilitated this would be at the expense of speed which is contrary 
to the teachings of the cited Baldwin . 

For the above reasons, the cited Baldwin and the cited Melahn cannot be combined in the 
way mentioned by the Examiner. 

For the above reasons, claim 15, and similarly claims 35, and 55 are patentable over the 
combinaton of the cited Baldwin and the cited Melahn.. 



Claim 37 dep^ds on claim 35, wherein the program aitifact comprises a variable, 
Input/Output buffer or file. 

The Examiner has mentioned that the cited COBOL procedures of the cited Baldwin col. 
14^ line 45 - ool. 15, lines 13 discuses, the claim requirements. Th^efoie, the Examiner is 
interpreting the COBOL procedures of the cited Baldwin as the program artifact of the claim 
requirements. However, in rejecting claim 5 on which claim 1 1 depends, ttie COBOL procedures 
of the cited Baldwin were different from the program artifact of the claim requirements. Should 
the Examiner maintain the rejection, the Examiner is requested to indicate which the following 
for both claims 5 and 11: 

1) Which element of the cited Baldwi n corresponds to the "program artifact" of the claim 
requirements? 

2) Which element of the cited Baldwin corresponds to the "program statement" of the claim 
requirements? 

3) While elements of the cited Baldwin is the **ittput'* and **output'' of the claim requirements? 

For the above reasons claim 37 is patentable over the combination of the cited Baldwin 
and the cited Melahn.. 



Ql a iro ,3J 
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Claim 38 depends oa claim 35, whetein one program statement has one input parameter 
that is affected by the selected program statement if the output parameter program artifact of the 
selected program statement is the input parameter program artifact to the program statement. 

The cited col. 5,lines 3-8 of the cited Baldwin discusses modules and inputs and outputs 
of modules and is different from the claim requirement of program statement and input/output 
parameters of program statements. 

For the above reasons claim 38 is patentable over the combination of the cited Baldwin 
and the cited Melahn. 



Claim 39 depends on claim 38, wherein one statement further has one input parameter 
that is affected by the selected program statement if the output parameter program artifect of the 
selected program statement is the input parameter program artifact to the program statement or if 
the output parameter program artifact of one statement other than the selected program statement 
has as one input parameter one program artifact affected by the selected program statement. 

CoL 5, lines 4-23 of the cited Baldwin discusses modules, linkages of modules, etc. The 
modules are different from prog-am statements of the claim requirements-. 

Additionally, nowhere does claim 5 teach or suggest the claim requirement that one 
statement further has one input parameter that is affected by the selected program statement if the 
output parameter program artifact of the selected program statement is the input parameter 
program artifact to the program statment or if the output parameter program artifact of one 
statement other than the selected program statement has as one input parameter one program 
artifact affected by the selected program statement The Examiner is requested to identify how 
the cited col. 5, line 4-23 teach or suggest the claim requirements by pointing of corresponding 
elements to the claim requirements in the cited sections of the cited Baldwin. 
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For the above reasons claim 39 is patentable over the combination of the cited Baldwin 
and the cited Melahn. 

Conclusion 

For all the above reasons. Applicant submits that the pending claims are patentable over 
the art of record. Applicants have not added any claims. Nonetheless, should any additional fees 
be required, please charge Deposit Account No. 09-0460. 

The attorney of record invites the Examiner to contact him at (3 1.0) 557-2292 if the 
Examiner believes such contact would advance the prosecution of the case* 
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